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PROPOSED PEPCO PLANT 


On September 20, 1955, the following letter was addressed to the 
chairman of the full committee: 


My Dear Senator: The proposal of the Potomac Electric Power 'Co. to con- 
struct and operate a steam plant in Loudoun County, Va., on the south bank of 
the Potomac River has recently come to my attention. I view this proposal with 
grave concern because it is my understanding that the steam plant would be con- 
structed above Great Falls near the source of the water supply for the District of 
Columbia and in the potential reservoir area of a Federal multipurpose dam that 
might be urgently needed in connection with the future growth of our Nation’s 
Capital. 

Present and future residents of the District of Columbia depend upon the 
Potomac River as a primary source of water for the area. Consequently, any 
installation which might conceivably impair the water supply of the District or 
which could contribute to pollution of the river must be subjected to thorough 
scrutiny. 

It has been indicated that water from the Potomac would be used to cool the 
steam-plant condensers. Many people have expressed the fear that in times of 
low water the condensers would increase the temperature of the river so as to 
promote the growth of harmful bacteria. We have been waging a battle to elim- 
inate pollution in the Potomac and we should be particularly vigilant with respect 
to any facility which might contribute further to the polluted condition of the 
river. 

Under the law, the chief engineer for the Washington district is responsible for 
the water supply of the District of Columbia. He has requested Loudoun County 
and the Potomac Electric Power Co. officials to defer action on the proposed 
plant until further study can be made. The District of Columbia Commissioners 
have concurred in this request. The wisdom of the request is obvious. 

It is not my intention to interfere with this private utility in providing sufficient 
electric service to the area; however, before any final decision is reached, I feel 
that the company as well as all interested Government officials and agencies 
should thoroughly explore the possibility of establishing the plant at some alter- 
native site where its operations would not adversely affect the water supply of 
the District of Columbia. 

I respectfully request that you have an appropriate subcommittee of the Senate 
District of Columbia Committee investigate the steam-plant proposal at the 
earliest possible moment and that the subcommittee hold hearings to obtain the 
views of all interested officials including the Army engineers and appropriate 
health authorities. 

I have a strong conviction that the construction of the steam plant at the point 
proposed by the Potomac Electric Power Co. would be contrary to the public 
interest and would add greatly to the critical problem of obtaining an adequate 
water supply for the rapidly growing population of the Washington metropolitan 
area. For that reason, I request that further action on the steam-plant project 
be delayed until the subcommittee’s hearings and investigation have been 
concluded. 

With kindest regards. 

Sincerely, 


WayYNE Morse, 


Pursuant to the request contained in the above letter, the chairman 
of the full committee appointed a special subcommittee consisting of 
Senator Morse, chairman; and Senators McNamara and Beall, 
members. 

The special subcommittee held a hearing on November 10, 1955, 
and, on the basis of the testimony produced at that time, the subcom- 
mittee submits the following report to the full committee: 
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[. Proposep Potomac Evectric Power Co. PLANT 


The testimony of expert witnesses for the district engineer, Wash- 
ington district, and the Potomac Electric Power Co., presented the 
conclusion that the construction of the Pepco steam pls int at the site 
selected by the company in Loudoun County, Va., would not have 
any adverse effect on taste, odor, or health proble ms in regard to 
water use, if conditions remain as they are today; that is, if no other 
industrial plant is located in that area in the future. However, 
attention should be drawn to the fact that William H. Cary, Jr., 
Assistant Chief of the Bureau of Food and Public Health Engineering 
of the District of Columbia Health Department, did not agree with 
the above-mentioned testimony, and stated in his considered opinion 
the water supply would be adversely affected by the installation of 
this plant from the standpoint of public health. He further stated 
that any increase in the temperature of the water makes it less ac- 
ceptable as a public supply, and people are then tempted to buy bottled 
waters over which the Bureau has far less control than it does over the 
public supply. 

It should be emphasized that the conclusion reached by the dis- 
trict engineer and Pepco is based on the assumption that the pro- 
posed powerplant would be the only industrial plant in the area. 
However, the district engineer stated that the construction of the 
plant at the proposed site would have adverse effect on both the 
water supply and flood-control problems of the entire metropolitan 
area because such construction would interfere with the building of 
a dam at River Bend, approximately 7 miles below the Pepco site. 


Il. INDUSTRIALIZATION OF AREA 


Industrialization of this area to any extent would result in serious 
problems in all phases of water supply for the Washington metro- 
politan area. Colonel Adams, district engineer, testified as follows: 

(a) The location of 2 medium-sized industries discharging organic waste 
within a 10- to 15-mile reach upstream of the Pepco site would support aquatic 
growth giving rise to serious problems of water taste and odor. The heat added 
to the water by the Pepco plant would aggravate this condition. 

(b) The location of industries above our intakes discharging sulfates into the 
river would raise most difficult taste and odor prohlems, which, however, would 
not be aggravated by the addition of heat at the Pepco site. 

For the above reasons, the prospect of further industrialization is a seriously 
objectionable feature of the proposed site. 

It was pointed out at the hearing that a railroad spur would be 
essential to service the proposed plant and the logical result of such 
a spur would be further industrialization. It is obvious that a rail- 
road spur “‘serves best when it serves many.” It is to be expected 
that new industries will spring up along the railroad spur once it is 
built to serve the proposed Pepco plant. 

The agreement between Triple Seven Stock Farm, vendor, and 
Potomac Electric Power Co. , vendee, dated August 3, 1955, provides 
in section 9 (b) as follows: 

The Vendee understands that in connection with its applying for such zoning 
changes or exceptions or variances as may be necessary to enable it to use the 


property as a site for a steam electric generating station, the Vendor may apply 
for zoning changes or exceptions or variances to enable some or all of its remaining 
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lands in the vicinity of the property to be used for industrial purposes, and the 
Vendee agrees fully to cooperate with the Vendor in the making and prosecution 
of such applications. 

It is the opinion of counsel for Pepco that the grant of the ‘‘use 
permit” to Pepco by Loudoun County officials relieved Pepco of any 
legal or moral obligation— 
to cooperate in any way whatsoever for any further industrialization or for the 
rezoning or applications for variances in that area. 

However, your committee has serious doubts as to whether section 
9 (b) does not impose a continuing obligation upon Pepco and, if so, 
the possibility of industrial expansion is apparent. 

In any event it is the opinion of the committee that the construction 
of the plant at the site recommended by the company would serve as 
a bellwether for further industrial development in the immediate area 
of the plant. Judicial notice can be taken that once the Pepco plant 
is built at the proposed site the immediate surrounding area will 
become industrialized to the detriment of Greater Washington’s water 
supply. Industrialization of this reach of the Potomac River will lead 
inevitably to a serious river-pollution problem. The public welfare 
cannot countenance such a hazard to the water supply in the metro- 
politan area. Such a course of action would not be in the interest of 
the public welfare of future generations. The present selfish economic 
interests of Pepco do not justify violating the trust which our genera- 
tion owes to future generations of citizens of the Washington Metro- 
politan area in respect to protecting their rightful heritage in an 
adequate supply of pure water and needed flood control. 


Il]. River Benn Dam 


House Document No. 622, 79th Congress, entitled ‘‘ Potomac River 
and Tributaries, Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia, and Pennsyl- 


vania,”’ contains recommendations by the district engineer and the 


division engineer for a project consisting of 14 dams. The key dam 
of the entire system as to flood control and water storage is River 
Bend. It is the opinion of the district engineer that the water demands 
of the metropolitan area by the year 1970 will necessitate the con- 
struction of such dam and, if the Pepco plant is built at this location, 
the use of the River Bend site for water supply and flood control 
would be denied to the metropolitan area, because of the impractica- 
bility of purchasing a $100 million installation, which would be under 
water if the dam were constructed. Water demands forecasted by 
the year 1970 of the users listed, in million gallons per day, are as 
follows: 


Million 
gallons 


Washington aqueduct 312 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 20 
Fairfax County, Va 

Frederick, Md 

Rockville, Md 

Supplemental irrigation 

Pollution abatement 


Total 
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IV. Oruer Sites AVAILABLE 


The hearing impressed the committee with the fact that there are 
other sites available on the river both above and below the proposed 
site at which the plant could be built without endangering the future 
of the water supply of the metropolitan area. Pepco has a clear civic 
responsibility as a public utility to subordinate any immediate 
economic advantage to itself in the proposed site to the long-time 
welfare of the people of the District of Columbia and its environs. 
The company will profit little in the long run if, for the sake of a present 
economic advantage to be obtained from the proposed site, it sacrifices 
the respect and confidence of the public and endangers the future water 
supply and flood-control protection of the people of the District of 
Columbia. 

The District engineer volunteered at the hearing to cooperate with 
the company in surveying other sites that would meet the needs of 
Pepco. The committee is convinced that even though some other 
available site might require some additional original costs to the com- 
pany over the proposed site, nevertheless sound public policy dictates 
the selection of another site. Furthermore, it may very well be that 
further investigation of sites will show that even from the stand- 
point of economic advantage to the company, another site would 
be preferable. 

V. ConcLusIon 


Your committee believes that it is charged with the responsibility 
of doing everything within its power to provide an adequate and pure 
water supply for future generations living in the area as well as an ade- 
quate program of flood protection. It feels it would be remiss in the 
discharge of its responsibilities to the residents of the metropolitan 
area if it recommended the construction of the Pepco plant at the 
location proposed by the company. 

Therefore, due to the many problems involved in a long-range pro- 
gram to protect and control the future supply of water for the area, 
including the River Bend project, the committee is of the opinion that 
a plant should not be constructed at the site selected by the company; 
consequently, in the public interest, Pepco is requested to seek another 
location for its plant. 

Wayne Morsz, Chairman. 
Par McNamara. 
J. GLENN BEALL. 
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